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NOTICES OF NEW BOOKS. 

U.e.pi *{/<r£6)f. A Study of the Conception of Nature among the Pre-Socratics. By 
William Arthur Heidel. Proceedings of the American Academy of 
Arts and Sciences, Vol. 45, No. 4. Boston, 1909. — pp. 55 [79-133]. 
In this study Professor Heidel brings his admirably comprehensive and 
minute knowledge of the physiologers and of the doxographic literature to 
bear upon what is now generally regarded as the primary problem in the 
interpretation of the pre-Socratic philosophy. All serious students of the 
pre-Socratics will hereafter need to take account of the monograph; the notes 
alone are a storehouse of citations and observations which will be of great 
service to subsequent investigators. Yet the main result seems to the present 
reviewer neither quite clear nor, where clear, altogether convincing. Taking 
his point of departure in Burnet's well-known contention respecting the 
meaning of foots as a technical term, Heidel chiefly undertakes to examine 
the senses in which the term was employed before 400 B. C. and "the probable 
connotation of the title lie/)? *{><rewr, judging by the direction of interest of 
the writers as indicated by the problems they raised." Unfortunately the 
conclusions reached upon these points are not entirely sharply defined. Hei- 
del's principal point of dissent from Burnet seems to be, not that Tlept <pvotas 
did not mean "the primary substance," but merely that it did not mean this 
exclusively. "In the conception of Nature developed by the pre-Socratics 
all the main senses of the term <f>i>oi( were combined; that is to say, Nature 
meant to them not only that out of which things grew or of which, in the last 
analysis, they are constituted; this was one of the meanings, but only one, 
and that not the most important. . . . <bvais included the law or process of 
growth exemplified in all things. . . . The main sense of Nature was, however, 
the sum of things as constituted by the elements and the cosmic laws and 
processes; . . . and it was in this sense that the term occurs in the titular 
phrase Tlepl 0t>ae«c" (p. 129). But on p. nowe are told that "the regular 
sense of the phrase as applied in the titles of the works of Hippocrates is the 
'constitution' of a thing" — " 'what it is' expressed in terms of 'what it is made 
of " — and that "there is no reason to think that it bore a different sense when 
used as a title of distinctively philosophical writings." Now, these two 
definitions of the term, as it occurs in the titles of treatises, are scarcely 
synonymous; and the second does not diverge widely from Burnet's. Heidel 
in other passages makes much of the observation that the chief concern of 
the physiologers was less with the nature of the primary substance than with 
the causal explanation of fleeting phenomena; "it was not the permanence, 
but the causality, of the inoKei/ievov to which, as scientists, the Greek 
philosophers devoted their chief attention" (p. 82). Here a third idea, distinct 
from, though not incongruous with, the other two, is apparently regarded as 
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the primary and most important element in the conception of ipi/oic It is 
consequently difficult to be sure just where Heidel means to put the chief 
emphasis. No one, I suppose, will deny that <pbaic eventually came to 
have both the first mentioned meanings; and certainly neither Burnet nor 
another has maintained "even of the Ionians, that they restricted themselves 
to the question as to the primary substance of the world." The primary 
substance (or substances) to which they sought to reduce the endless qualita- 
tive diversity of things was always — except by the Eleatics — meant to be a 
substance out of which the evolution of all qualitative diversities could in turn 
plausibly be explained. But the question still remains: Why did the Greek 
philosophers come to use the word <j>voic in the sense either of the whole of 
things or of the permanent cause of transitory phenomena? It was not, by 
its etymology or its commonest colloquial use, an obvious word for them to 
use for either idea. Burnet's interpretation satisfactorily explains their em- 
ployment of the term for these purposes; and it is, as I have recently tried 
to show in this Review (Vol. XVIII, pp. 369 ff.), expressly confirmed by those 
definitions in Plato, Aristotle, and Theophrastus which explicitly profess to 
give the earlier meaning of the word. The etymology is of small importance; 
in ordinary use, tyvoiq most often meant the 'nature,' *'. e., the qualitative 
character of a thing, and especially its innate, and therefore real, permanent, 
or inalienable character. What, then, — according to what I take to be Bur- 
net's view, — the earlier physiologers asked primarily (not exclusively) was: 
Of what one kind, or few kinds, of stuff is the world made? And the ruling 
dialectical motive in the development and differentiation of their doctrines 
lay in the difficulty of conceiving how a substance whose very 'nature' con- 
sisted in one quality could change to another quality. 

The primacy — in time and in explanatory importance — of this conception 
of tyvois Heidel apparently means to deny, however difficult it may be to 
state his own view with precision. But the evidence by which he supports 
his denial seems to me lacking in cogency; and it is so, first of all, because he 
attacks the problem of the meaning of <piat; before 400 B. C. with a method 
— and in part, with a lack of method — that is necessarily incapable of affording 
convincing proof upon either side of the argument. The problem is partly 
a relatively simple question of textual evidence calling for an 'objective' and 
comprehensive induction of the pertinent passages in the sources; and it is 
partly a problem in semasiology calling for a consideration of the general 
range of meaning of the term and of the transitions in thought by which the 
occurrence of later meanings can be explained as developed out of earlier 
meanings. No American scholar, perhaps, is so well qualified for these two 
tasks as Professor Heidel, by a command of the requisite material in this field. 
He has, as he mentions, made "a collection of passages nearly if not quite 
complete." It is much to be regretted, therefore, that he has inexplicably 
declined to carry out the undertaking in the only way that could assure con- 
clusive results. He strangely remarks that a careful, inductive examination 
of all cases of the early philosophical use of </>voic, and all later explanations 
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of it, would have an interest "lexicographical rather than historical and 
philosophical." And "the inner history of the semasiology" of the term — 
which one would have supposed to be precisely the subject of the monograph 
— is "left to others whose interests incline them to such studies." We are 
given, instead, a purely artificial and a priori classification of the uses of <j>botc ; 
though most of the meanings are extensively illustrated by citations, there is 
no systematic consideration of contexts or relative dates or relative frequency 
and no serious attempt to analyze the actual development of meaning of the 
term. In other words, at the critical point of an essentially historical inquiry 
the author falls back (for the answer to the main question of the priority and 
comparative importance of the several senses) chiefly upon his inner conscious- 
ness. 

A serviceable feature of Heidel's study is his emphasis upon the significance 
of the Hippocratic writings for the student of the philosophy of the fifth 
century. On pp. 1 14-120 he brings together very interestingly a number of 
the most important passages from the Corpus Hippocratewm touching upon 
philosophy and scientific method. Since the subject is still singularly in need 
of proper presentation in English, it is to be hoped that the author will amplify 
these pages into a separate treatise. 

Arthur O. Lovejoy. 
Johns Hopkins University. 

Die Philosophie im deutschen Geistesleben des XIX. Jahrhunderts. Ftinf Vor- 

lesungen von Wilhelm Windelband. Tubingen, J. C. B. Mohr, 1909. — 

pp. 120. 

These lectures were delivered two years ago in Frankfurt a. M. before the 
Free German Institute for Higher Studies. It is the author's hope and desire, 
in giving to his spoken words the form of the printed page, to make clear to a 
wider circle the essential nature of philosophy and the part that it plays in 
the life of the German people at the present day. 

Professor Windelband's treatment of the history of philosophy, as readers 
of his larger works know, is never merely conventional or commonplace. 
His writings exhibit not only an accurate acquaintance with the historical 
facts, but also a rare interpretative insight, — the power of transforming facts 
into ideas. When we add to these qualities literary excellence of a high order 
as shown in the brilliant and finished exposition, we have a result that places 
Windelband facile princeps among present day historians of philosophy. 

To exhibit the intimate connection of philosophy with the development of 
the entire thought and culture of the German people throughout the nineteenth 
century is an extremely difficult undertaking, especially when this is to be 
done within the compass of five lectures. In spite of the difficulties of the 
subject and the necessary limitations of space, however, the author has drawn 
a remarkably definite and instructive picture of the main intellectual forces 
and movements that have shown themselves in Germany since the eighteenth 
century. One feels as one reads that the whole exposition has been carefully 



